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The meeting convened at 12:15 p.m. and was conducted by co-chairs Judge Marshall Murray and Eric Meaux.  Four members of the subcommittee are in attendance so there is a quorum.  The minutes were approved from February 2011. 

Discussion of 2011 Action Items Plan

The Executive Committee has requested a plan for addressing the submitted 2011 action items. Judge Murray asked the group for input on the order in which these should be addressed.
Item #3: Improved Court Processes/ Efficiencies (Misdemeanor Parental Truancy Prosecutions to Juvenile Court).  Judge Murray presented this idea to the judges who felt this was already occurring through JIPS, CHIPS, etc. and that there should be more involvement from the Bureau of Milwaukee Child Welfare and less involvement from probation.  This will require further consideration and collaboration and the public defenders office/ private bar will need to be brought to the table.  The District Attorney’s office projects that no more than 30 would be referred to Children’s Court however the judges think there would be more.  It was clarified from the minutes that there are 300 truancy cases for parents heard in misdemeanor court.  It is not clear whether the remaining cases would be prosecuted.  Many are currently handled via deferred prosecution agreements/diversions, though these are not seen by Justice 2000 as the level doesn’t rise to the Treatment Alternatives and Diversion requirements.  Judge Murray proposed keeping this item as #3 as there is more legwork to be done to bring all parties to the table.  Eric Meaux indicated that he recently received the list of truancy cases referred to misdemeanor court in 2010 and that the delinquency division plans to look at the data and maybe take a sample to look at the data in more detail (sibling FISS referrals, subsequent delinquency referrals, etc.).  However, this will take time.  Tom Wanta indicated that it would be helpful to have a breakdown by age group (elementary school, middle school, high school).  It may make more sense to target younger kids. Robin Dorman indicated that she was provided with the list of truancy cases referred to misdemeanor court.  She could cross check to see what the disposition for parents was.  It is not clear what, if any, the impact on the child is of the parent participating in a diversion.

Vera Pina asked what is the role of the schools in these cases.  Judge Murray responded that it is a work in progress. 

Item #1: Information Sharing. Judge Murray asked about current agreements in place for information sharing.  Eric Meaux indicated that there is a formal agreement in place with MPS and with MPD for select youth (no formal MOU).  There is a standing order for municipal court, but Judge Murray indicated that he did not sign this last year because of concerns about what information was being shared.  On a practical level the MPS agreement is one-way allowing school related information to flow into the court process on a timely basis. Jacqueline Mann indicated that it would be helpful if MPS had information from probation in a similar fashion. MPS Central Office does receive information through the Clerk of Courts per statute however this information isn’t necessarily at the individual school level due to the transient nature of youth and families.  Only the District Attorney’s office has direct access to juvenile CCAP.   

Judge Murray indicated that the Chief Judge inquired as to the possibility of access to juvenile records by Justice 2000 to support Universal Screening.  The problem is that CCAP does not currently filter certain information such as all CHIPS, adoption, etc. and these records would be available.  Judge Murray shared the statute (48.396) about who can have access to records and the media policy. The courts can release this information, but this information cannot be re-disclosed to other parties.  Don Jackson indicated that the MPD Liaison officer wants to track delinquency cases from arrest to disposition.  This issue has gone to the Chief Judge as well.  The Department of Corrections has a standing court order that the judge signs off on to get juvenile records at Children’s Court Center. However, certain information has to be redacted from these records because of funding stream requirements, which in some cases are restrictive than HIPAA.

Regarding sharing information with MPD (law enforcement), Eric Meaux indicated that MPD can call 24-7 to get information.  This was more routine in past for arrest to disposition information.  MPD does have access to JIMS however it is believed that access has ceased.  On a practical level, the format of information contained within juvenile CCAP isn’t user-friendly as it was developed for calendaring purposes.  Concern was expressed about blanket access to juvenile CCAP without understanding terminology.  The Division plans to meet with MPD leadership regarding information sharing about youth being supervised for possessing a gun. He will provide an update at the next meeting.

Regarding information sharing with DOC, the delinquency division is close to having a signed agreement to access DOC’s information system for the purposes of a federal grant collaboration project with Wraparound.  DOC does input information into the TIME system about youth under DOC supervision, which is then available to law enforcement on patrol.  It is unclear if an MOU exists for this purpose.

Regarding information sharing with child welfare, Eric Meaux indicated that some staff have user Ids to access child welfare information, but the delinquency division has not integrated this access into the front-end intake process which would be the most logical first step.  There are concerns about blanket access for all staff without specific protocols of access and purpose in place.  Presently information is shared verbally on a case by case basis as needs arise, typically for placement and or case planning purposes. 
Vera Pina suggested that the group look at models for information sharing that exist in others states.  Judge Murray added that information from neighboring states and large municipalities would be helpful too after exploring what exists in Wisconsin.  Also information on where evidence-based bail setting in place would be helpful.

Judge Murray would like the group to consider what information is shared now?  What information would we like? Why is this information needed? What are the obstacles to sharing this information? Eric Meaux indicated that he can put together an inventory by the next meeting about what information is currently being shared and under what arrangements/agreements and also a time table for certain activities.  Judge Murray asked the group to think about areas where we can do a better job of sharing information and consider why this is important. 
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